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The Myths and Clarification of Competitive Debates
An Analysis from the Perspective of Critical Thinking

LIAO Yan-lin

( Department of Philosophy/ Institute of Logic and Cognition, Sun Yat-sen University, Guangzhou 510220, China)

Abstract: Competitive debates are usually viewed as an effective means of cultivating critical thinking.
However, there have been two myths of competitive debates for a long time. On the one hand, the sides of
debaters are decided by drawing lots, which leads to an ethical controversy. On the other hand, competitive
debates aim to win the game instead of conducting the critical discussion, which is opposite to the purpose of
education of critical thinking. These myths can be clarified as follows. Competitive debates facilitate the
maturing of the sound conviction, and the purpose of competitive debates is not reporting the personal beliefs of
debaters, so that the ethical controversy can be resolved. Moreover, competitive debates are the practice of
critical thinking. Participants pursue better arguments by competing with each other, so pursuing for victory
would facilitate rationality.
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